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To: The Commission

COMMENTS OF SMR ADVISORY GROUP, L.C.
ON PETITIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION

SMR Advisory Group, L.C. (“SMR Advisory™), by its counsel and pursuant to Section
1.429 of the Rules and Regulations of the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC” or
“Commission™), hereby submits these comments to support, in specific respects, certain petitions
for reconsideration of the FCC’s Third Report and Order (“Third Report™) in the captioned
proceeding.” The Third Report adopted rules to govern the future operation and licensing of the

220-222 MHz band (the “220 MHz Service™). In the Third Report, the FCC concluded, among

Y In the Matter of Amendment of Part 90 of the Commission’s Rules to Provide for the Use of the

220-222 MH:= band by the Private Land Mobile Radio Service, PR Docket No. 89-552, Third Report and
Order and Fifth Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 97-57 (released March 12, 1997) (“Third
Report™).



other things. (i) that existing 220 MHz stations operated by “Phase I Licensees” would receive
only 10 dB protection to their 38 dBuV/M contours;” and (ii) that Phase I Licensees would not
be permitted to modify their licenses in any respects.¥ SMR Advisory’s Petition requested that
the FCC reconsider each of these conclusions, arguing that new 220 MHz operators or “Phase 11
Licensees,” should provide at least 10 dB protection to the Phase I licensee’s 28 dBu contour,
and that Phase I licensees should be afforded the opportunity to modify their systems without
FCC approval so long as the modification does not increase their designated dBuV/m contour.”
On May 5. 1997, eleven parties filed petitions for reconsideration of the Third Report,
including SMR Advisory.® Of these parties, AMTA, PCIA and INTEK echoed the concerns
expressed by SMR Advisory in its Petition. Specifically, on the issue of protecting the Phase 1
licensee’s operations, AMTA urged the Commission to adopt “a geographic separation between
Phase I and Phase Il licensees consistent with the protection of a Phase I licensee’s 28 dBu
reliable service area. plus a 10 dB buffer zone between systems.™ INTEK, for its part, argues

that “[blased on the real world operational data for Phase I 220 MHz systems that is now

Third Report, at para. 173.
Third Report, at para. 174.
SMR Advisory Petition, at pp. 5-9. 9-11.

These parties are: American Mobile Telecommunications Association (“AMTA”). INTEK
Diversified Corp. ("INTEK™); National Communications Group, et al. (“NCG”); Rush Network Corp.
(“Rush™); Glenayre Technologies, Inc. (“Glenayre™): Personal Communications Industry Association
(“PCIA™); SEA. Inc. (“SEA™); Global Cellular Communications, Inc. (“Global™); Comtech
Communications, Inc. (“Comtech™): and Metricom, Inc. (“Metricom™).

o AMTA Petition, at p. 6.
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available. . . . the FCC [should] reconsider the co-channel protection provided between Phase |
and Phase Il licensees and. on such reconsideration, . . . adopt the 28 dBuV/m service contour
(F(50.,50)) as the benchmark for determining the siting of co-channel Phase II facilities.™
Similarly. with respect to Phase I modifications, PCIA argues that Phase I Licensees should be
afforded the flexibility to modify their systems so long as their service area -- as defined by
maximum allowable ERP for the composite HAAT -- remains unchanged.? This flexibility.
PCIA noted. had been granted to incumbents in other Part 90 services under similar
circumstances: the FCC has offered no persuasive basis for departing from that practice in this

proceeding.” As already indicated in its Petition, SMR Advisory strongly supports the positions

of AMTA. INTEK and PCIA as noted above.'?

= INTEK Petition, at p. 4.

PCIA Petition, at p. 4: see also AMTA Petition, at p. 9; INTEK Petition, at p. 7.

PCIA Petition, at p. 2.

INTEK and other parties already have submitted technical evidence that the 28 dBuV/m contour
is more appropriate for 220 MHz systems. As stated in its initial Petition, SMR Advisory intends to
further supplement the record on this issue with evidence in the form of additional “real world” field
strength tests and other technical analyses. SMR Advisory expects to submit this information by the date
on which replies are due in this proceeding.
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Accordingly, based on the foregoing, SMR Advisory urges the Commission to reconsider
its decision in the captioned proceeding and to make changes consistent with the suggestions

made in its petition for reconsideration.

Respectfully submitted,

SMR ADYISORY GROUP, L.C.
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